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DETAILED ACTION 

Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the subject matter of 
claims 58, 60, and 61 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No 
new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Election/Restrictions 
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2. Applicant's election without traverse of Invention IV, claims 22-24, 26-39, 35-37, 
43, 46 and 49-67 in the reply filed on February 1 1 , 2009 is acknowledged. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claim 22, 23, 29, 35, 43, 54-56, and 63-67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,684,879 to Coffee et al. 

As per claim 22, Coffee et al discloses in Figure 2, means for supplying liquid 
(from (8)) to an outlet (at (1 1 )), an electrical discharge means (1 2) including means (7a) 
for coupling the electrical discharge means to a first potential (from (7)) and for coupling 
the outlet (1 1 ) to a second, different, potential (from (5)) for causing an electric field to 
be generated at said outlet to produce a dispersion of aroma-providing droplets from 
liquid issuing from the outlet and for producing at the electrical discharge means ions to 
at least partially electrically discharge the dispersion, wherein said one of said outlet 
and said electrical discharge means is coupled to said first potential via a resistance 
(Col. 2, lines 55-Col. 3, Iine2). 

As per claim 23, the coupling means, as cited, include a couple to earth. 

As per claim 29, as shown in Figure 2, then electrical discharge means 91 1) 
surround the liquid outlet. 
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As per claim 35, a resistance couples the outlet to a first potential (at 12), with 
the coating on the electrode 912) providing the resistance. 

As per claim 43, a control is disclosed for enabling the device to be activated in a 
predetermined manner (SW1 , SW2) which can be at a predetermined time via a delay 
(120). 

As pr claim 46, 54, and 55 the embodiment shown in Figure 1 1 discloses a 
plurality of liquids (8) and means for controlling the liquids at different times, as the 
delay (120) is schematically coupled to only one pump and reservoir 
As per claim 56, a flexible reservoir is disclosed (Col. 5, line 6) 
As per claim 63, the device of Coffee et al is shown being carried by a person 
(Figure 1). 

As per claims 64-67, Coffee et al teaches its device being used with olfactory 
stimuli and suppressants (Col. 1 , lines 5-9). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 26, 27, 37, 60 and 62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,684,879 to Coffee et al. 

The rejection of claim 22 serves as the basis for the following. 
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As per claims 26, 27, 37, 49, Coffee et al is silent as to the resistance of a 
plausible component resistor but does teach a desired resitivity of a coating on an 
electrode to create the same result of 500 mega ohms with the coating being 5 X10 11 
Ohms per centimeter of coating at 2mm thick. Therefore it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
substituted a component resistor of the desired resistivity range, since it has been held 
that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering a 
workable range involves only routine skill in the art. See in re Aller, 105 USPQ 233. 

As per claim 60 and 62, there is no teaching of the device of Coffee et al being 
placed on a tabletop or in use with a motor vehicle, however, as the device is being 
shown being carried by a person in Figure 1, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have placed the device of 
Coffee et al on a surface after its use, on a table or in the interior of a known motor 
vehicle. 

7. Claims 28, 36, 51-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,684,879 to Coffee et al in view of U.S. Patent 5,655,517 to 
Coffee. 

The rejection of claim 22 serves as the basis for the following. 

As per claims 28, 36 and 51-53 Coffee et al teaches all the limitations of the 
claims except for qualifying the resistance of the liquid in the use of an electrostatic 
sprayer, that resistance being variable. However, Coffee discloses (Col. 2, line 56-58) 
such a use, with the resistance being variable, by nature, bases on the amount of liquid 



Application/Control Number: 10/539,487 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3752 

available in a reservoir. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art to have provided the device of Coffee et al with a resistance measurement 
as suggested by Coffee. Doing so would provide more precise spraying and because 
(a) the Coffee et al reference and the Coffee reference are known work in one of field of 
endeavor, (b) such modification is merely the use of known technique to improve a 
similar device by Applicant and (c) such modification, i.e. choosing from a finite number 
of predictable solutions, is not of innovation but of ordinary skill and common sense. 
KSR, International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. (2007). 

8. Claim 57 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,684,879 to Coffee et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,095,596 to Grayson. 

The rejection of claim 56 above serves as the basis for the following. 

Coffee et al teaches all the limitations of the claims except for a frangible seal 
with a reservoir. However, Grayson discloses a frangible ampul or reservoir 9See 
Abstract). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
to have provided the device of Coffee et al with a single use frangible reservoir as 
suggested by Grayson. Doing so would provide a disposable system and because (a) 
the Coffee et al reference and the Grayson reference are known work in one of field of 
endeavor, (b) such modification is merely the use of known technique to improve a 
similar device by Applicant and (c) such modification, i.e. choosing from a finite number 
of predictable solutions, is not of innovation but of ordinary skill and common sense. 
KSR, International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. (2007). 
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9. Claim 58, 59 and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,684,879 to Coffee et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,602,475 to 
Chiao 

The rejection of claim 22 serves as the basis for the following. 

As per claims 58, 59, and 61 there is no teaching by Coffee et al for the use of its 
device in combination with a various multimedia systems. Chiao teaches scent 
dispersion by electrostatic means in combination with a barcode reader (Col. 5, line 55- 
64) as well as with a home entertainment system by way of DVD's and personal 
computers (i.e. internet) (Col. 8, lines 50-61). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art to have provided the device of Coffee et al with 
various multimedia combinations as suggested by Chiao. Doing so would provide an 
improved multimedia experience and because (a) the Coffee et al reference and the 
Chiao reference are known work in one of field of endeavor, (b) such modification is 
merely the use of known technique to improve a similar device by Applicant and (c) 
such modification, i.e. choosing from a finite number of predictable solutions, is not of 
innovation but of ordinary skill and common sense. KSR, International Co. v. Teleflex 
Inc., 550 U.S. (2007). 

1 0. Claim 64 and 65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,684,879 to Coffee et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,655,517 to Coffee 

The rejection of claim 22 serves as the basis for the following. 
As per claims 64 and 65, there is no teaching by Coffee et al for the use of its 
device with insecticides or insect repellant. However, Coffee discloses the use of an 
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electrostatic sprayer to dispense aromas (qualifying as insect repellants) and 
insecticides (Co. 2, line 64-68). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to have provided the device of Coffee et al with an additional 
dispensing uses as suggested by Coffee. Doing so would provide an improved form of 
insect control and because (a) the Coffee et al reference and the Coffee reference are 
known work in one of field of endeavor, (b) such modification is merely the use of known 
technique to improve a similar device by Applicant, and (c) such modification, i.e. 
choosing from a finite number of predictable solutions, is not of innovation but of 
ordinary skill and common sense. KSR, International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 
(2007). 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure is as follows: 

U.S. Patent No. 5,337,963 to Noakes 
U.S. Patent No. 6,684,879 to Coffee et al 
U.S. Patent No. 5,267,555 to Pajalich 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JAMES S. HOGAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4902. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 6:00a-3:00p EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Len Tran can be reached on (571)272-1184. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/J. S. H./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3752 



/Dinh Q Nguyen/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3752 



